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ABSTRACT

The concept, organizatjon, training, and operation of an inter-
active network for curriculum change are described and data concerning
the impact of this collaborative activity upon instructional practice
in public schools and colleges are presented. Specifically, this report
focuses on the following questions: (1) what were the characteristics
of a proto-type model for utilizing the innovative energies of individuals
in institutions such as public schools, state departmeats of education,
colleges, and federal agencies; (2) how were participants prepared to
serve in the networks; (3) what were the activities engaged in by
participants; and (4) what was the network's impact on instructional
practice {including student performance) in participating public schools

and colleges?
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CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The late 1950's provided much evidence of the increasing rate of
change and curriculum innovation in our elementary schools. It appears
reasonable to presume that such areas of education as curriculum miterials,
teaching methods, and teacher training will continue to be the dimensions
0%t investigation as a result of increasing demands for change and ianovation
from society in general as well as from professional educators.
The 1960's may some day be known as the decade which gave rise to
a real commitment to process education in the gemeral curriculum of the
American elementary school. Process education is:
«+.8n instructional orientation designed to elicit skills and
attitudes in a reality oriented, emotionally safe enviromment.
The skills to be achieved and the attitudes to be fostered enable
the student to become an inner-directed, self-initiating, self-
evaluating problem sclver.
(Herse, Wallace, & Bicksi, 1970, p. 1)
Many elementary school process-promoting curricular studies have
been organized as a result of great expenditures of time, taient, and
money. These studies have been conducted for the specific purpose of
strengthening process-oriented instruction at tha K-6 level. A process~
promoting curriculum is:
+++a8n instructional program focusing or skills which an individuasl
must utilize to fulfill his need to understand, organize, and
interpret his experience. These skills msy be conveniently categorized
into clusters termed cognitive, psychomotor, motivational, affective,
social-interactive, and interpersonal. Dealing with one's experience
requires the effective use of these skills for learning, problem-
solving, and creative expressive living.
(Cole, 1972, p. 78)
Many school districts in the future will be utilizing the services

of an external consultant for the purpose of providing inservice education




to teachers who will be implementing some type of process-promoting

curriculum in their elementary schools. The inservice program may be

designed to change teacher behavior through the utilization of a

curriculum vehicle to elicit the key elements which are commensurate with

the goals of process education. This particular approach to teacher change

is an inservice program focusing on the learning environment of the pupil.
If it can be assumed that the teacher is lacking in something,

vhether this be knowledge of subject matter, familiarity with mew teaching

strategies, familiarity with materials, or experience in putting these

elements together skillfully in interaction with students, and if it can

be assumed further that an external consultart has these knowleéges,

gkills or abilities, then the idea is to make these factors known to

the teacher who d;es not have them in the midst of classroom interactions.

The provision for teacher training in the elementary scheol by am external

consultant may greatly enhance the success of an implemention of a process-

Promoting curriculum, thus assuring a reality oriented, emotionally safe

environment for pupils to develop skills and attitudes necessary to become

self-initiating, self-directing and self-evaluating problem solvers.

A _Rationaie
It cannot be assumed that widespread dissemination of an improved
component or curriculun in process education is any guarantee of widespread
effective utilization. Acceptance and appropriate use by teachers and
principals is still to be won within the elementary school. 1If teaching
competencies are to be deveicped to make the innovative program & more

valuable learning experience for pupils, then it would appear that the

elementary school can itself be brought into & dynamic role with regard to




the implementation effort. Lippitt, one of the earlier spokesmen for
charge reiative to teaching patterns, addressed himself toc the vital

nature of this concern:

If the curricuium reform movements are to con.cibute to the
improvement of teaching, then strategies must be created to
diffuse the innovations to the elementary teachers who will
ultimately use them. Action plans are needed to bring the
innovations to the attention of the practitioners so that
those innovations which should be preserved and those which
should not can at least be sorted out.

(Lippitt, 1965, p. 17)

The achievement of effective curriculum implementation is an elusive
goal; it usually requires cooperative efforts by many groups of educators
to aid elementary school teachers in order to gain newly needed skills
and to forego comfortable and traditional teaching patterns. 1In the case
of most process-promoting curricula, there are new materials to assemble

) and manipulate, observzble studeat behaviors to be elicited, and modified
i interaction patterns for teacher and pupils to be established.

Most educators agree that no single persor, agency, or school district
can manipulate effectively all of the components of a ma jor change in an
instructional program. Pellegrin cited that:

A great deal of efiort will have to be given to the development
of linkages or coannections between and among specialists who play
different roles. The establishment of ianovations require that
specialists work together in an organized and systematic fashion,

with knowledge of and respect for the contributions each can make
to the total process of innovation.

(Pellegrin, 1966, p. 2)
The tasks of effectively installing, monitoring, and institution-

alizing new process-promoting curricula in our elementary schools are

arduous and cannot all be accomplished by the teacher or the principal.




Because of the technical connotations associated with the term installation,
it is defined for the purposes of this report as:

«+.8 subset of educational change, a dynamic intervention and

interaction of people and resources organized to introduce, utilize,

diffuse, and ® intain instructional programs designed to promote
teacher and pupil behaviors congruent with the goals of process
education.

(Wallace, 1970, p. 6)

Assistance is needed in pkocuring, assembling, and manipulating
unfemiliar materials. Someone wust be able to explain the philosophical
and psychological bases of the curriculum and exhibit model teacher
classroom behavior compatible with those foundations. If the curriculum
is one of the many process-promoting or inquiry-oriented programs, it
features such skills as observing, inferring, hypothesizing, valuing,
and analytical thinking. These skills may Liave been largely passed over
during the teacher's years of formal academic trainiag. An external
consultant may help ceachers develop these competencies in the classroom
and provide counsel and reansur;nce during the teacher's process skill and
attitude development period. If teacher classroom behavior is to change,
opportunities can be made available for the teacher to view and discuss
exeuplary demonstration teaching by someone skilled and knowledgeable in
the process-promoting curriculum. Conferences tetween a consultant and
teachers might follow these demonstration teaching sessions to establish
or modify future performance.

Without some type of supportive assistance in the early phases of a

curriculum change, the likelihcod of new educatiopal products reaching

the school system with effective utilization as intended by the developers

is usually minimal. At best, these innovations will be put to mediocre
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use. There is a strong likelihood that such innovations will end up in
the schools occasionally emphasized, abused, misused, or not used at all.
Unfulfilled innovations of yesterday can be found in almost any elementary
school. Guba's often quoted remark is rather appropriate:
The country is replete with examples of innovations that failed
because supporting structures were just not available. The
language laboratory is cur current white elephant; edvcational
television is another example. Schcols must be helped to adopt,
adapt, and integrate an innovation, that {s, until it has become
such an accepted and valued part of the school's operation that

it will be maintained under any circumstances.

(Guba, 1967, p. 316)

A capable external consultant, whose forte it is to help =2stablish
4a environment by means of various classroom-based activities, might
help modify the climate for the components of a process-prouoting
curriculum to be iwplemented successfully. An external consultant mday
help to provide the linkage mechanisms by assisting teachers ard
principals to make the adaptions, integrations, and behavior changes

which are necessary precursors of an effective institutionalization

of new practices and modified learning environments.

The Vehicle

Cole (1972) defined a curriculum vehicle as an instructional system
that provides learning experiences to the extent that it contains elements
designed to promote process-oriented interaction amcag teachers, purils,
ilterials and the environment. This system includes materials, instructional
strategies and sequences, and evaluative devices. The process-promoting
elementary school science program Science~A Process Approach was chosen
as the curriculum vehicle to study the process of installation aand the
development of a network. This curriculum was chosen because of its

theoretical and operational maturation. Maturation was defined as: (1) the




program had been through extensive field testing im official tryout
schools; (2) all materials for the primary grades (hardware angd software)
were commercizily available; and (3) special teacher training materials
for prospective teachers had been developed by the authors of che program.

Science-A Process Aggroa;h, like many other process-promoting
curricula, is a aontextbook app;oach to pupil learaing. Instructional
-atetials take the form of individual teacher booklets with accompanying
kits of materials for teacher and student use. The teacher usually
introduces an exercise by asking questions und guiding the class, avoiding
any possible lecturing. Each exercise r;lateo to a process or group of
pProcesses associated with intellectual development. In the primary grades
the pupils are exposed to the processes of observing, classifying, using
numbers, measuring, using space-time relationships, predictiag, communicating,
end inferring. The sequencing of these processes by way of individual
exercises is based on a learning hierarchy. The hierarchy reveals what
pPrerequisite skills are needed for the pupil o be successful in a specific
exercise.

A distinctive feature of Science-A Process Approach is a statement
of objectives ia behavioral terms, indicating anticipated terminal pupil
behaviors. A key and noteworthy feature of Science-A Process Approach is
its emphasis on behavioral testing. Three types of behavioral tests are
provided: the "generalizing experience,” the "appraisal,” and the "competency
weasure." The "'generalizing experience” provides the students with an
oppcrtunity to transfer their newly learned behaviors to a different situation.

The “appraisal” is an activity where the teacher can measure the achievement

of the entire class. And the "competency messure” is an activity for the




performance testing of individual students.
ORGANIZATION

Many potential change agents can be found on the local college
campus. Close contact with researchers, develorers, and theorists
enables the college professor to remuin abreast of emerging innovatioas.
As is well known, it is usually.hio professional respousibility to be
constantly cognizant and searching for whatever is new and relevant, and
to submit it to the usual scrutiny against characteristics of the
traditional. Early knowledge of innovations, access to curreat research
relative to those innovations, and a ceaseless flow of prospective and
practicing teachers through preservice aad inservice courses all contribute
to the viewpoint, a position for the utilization of tha college professor
as an external consultant to assist more directly as a suppcrtive mechanisw,
by providing inservice educatior to the érincipal and teachers in an

elementary school's latest attempt at curriculum innovation.

A_Network
The Elementary and Secondary Educatfion Act of 1965 had brought about

the establishment of many regional networks of external consultants.

Aside from the fact that many state education departments possessed their

own networks of external consultants, the D & R Report (1971) menticned

that most, £f not all, Title IV regional educational laboratories and

research and development centers maintained networks of external consultants.
The Eastern Regional Institute for Educatior (ERIE), one of a

national network of ESEA Title IV regional education laboratories, in its

quest to study the explication and installation ¢f process education moved

&
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foroelly and systematically to bring school practitionsrs and coilege
professors together on the common ground of the elementary school class-
foom. RAN, an interagency support mechanism known as the Regional Action
Network was established by ERIE, whereby a group of college and university
professors were trained to be consultants ia a coordinated program that
hopefully would contribute to the improvement of process education in the
elementary schools of their geographical region, and fnstruction in the

courses taught for preservice and inservice teachers.

Ihe Strategy

Careful consideration of the needs of elementary schools and the
testing of installation assumptions eventuslly led to the development of
a change strategy which employed the talents of college and university
professors. A primary goal had been to develop a strategy that could be
replicated in similar regionsl or national situations. During the Spring
of 1968, a commitment from the National Science Foundation to fund a
proposal for the creation of the Regional iction Network became a reality.
This announcement led to the recruitment of tweaty-one college and
univeriity professors who might serve as RAN consultants.

The group selected possassed a background of training and interest
in science, science education or elementary education. Most of the
professors had previous experience in working with classroom teachers in
fnservice education programs and posseszed experience in the training
of prospective teachers. Careful consideration was given, not only to
their experience, interest, and willingness to work with elementary

teackers and pupils, but also to the wiliingness of their colleges and




universities to.make provisfons for them to render consulting service and
entertain notions foir ianstructional re-organization of the courses and
programs based on their experir .8 in e.ementary classrooms at the {
college level.

During December of 1968 another proposal was submitted to the National
Science Foundation and received fr'nding. The intent was to continue and
expand the functions of the RAN. The need was pertially due to the
formation of a second generation network of thirty-two highly motivated
elementary schools. By September 1969, just prior to the 1969-70 school
year, there was a total of fifty trained college or university professors
who were members of the RAN. Not all of these professors served i{n an
active cépacity as a consultant to an assigned elementary school. Some
were out of the two state regiux on a leave of absence or had made other
comnitments which made it impossible for them to participate in the network

as an active consultant.

RAN Demographically

Many educators find it interesting to examine the Zemographic
dimensions of people and places involved with innovative endeavors. The
following demographic information was collected by way of a questiomnaire
administered at the November, 1969 follow-up meeting to the professor=-
consultants and staff associates of the Eastern Regional Institute for ‘
Education. When considering the locations of the installing elementary
schools and colleges of the professors, 22 were from Pennsylvania and 31

functioned in the state of New York. Turning to the type of elementary

. school where the consultant worked, 24 professors were consulting in first




10

\

generation elementary schools (pilot) and 29 consulting in second

generation gchools (demonstration). When taking ifnto account the number oo

of teachers with which a consultant vorked in a given school, 9 RAN

members consuited with one to five teachers, 23 professors worked wich

asix to ten teachers, 16 consultants interacted with :leven to fifteen

teachers, and 5 network participants consulted with eixteen or more teachers.
Back at the college campus, 1l professors possessed a doctorate an&

42 did not have a doctorate. When considering the academic ranks of the

professor-consultants, there were 7 at the instructor iank, 1l assistant

professors, 17 associate professors, 8 full professors, and 10 staff

associates of the regional educational laboratory. And lastly, when

taking into account the teaching specialities of the RAN members, 19 were

science discipline profes;ors, 19 were science methods professors, and 15

were elementary general methods professors.

TRAININKG

Shortly after the establishment of the network, provisions were
made to prepare the cadre of professors to asgist elementary school
educators to implement new process-oriented curricula. Over a three-
year period, the fifty professors had participated in a diversified
training program featuring a variety of cognitive and participatory
activities. A great deal of emphasis was placed also on specialized

training for the role of the consultant.

Leadershig Conferences

The bulk of the training occurred in two leedership conferences

“;.
U
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(June, 1968 or June, 1969 --- basically the same model with some
wodifications in 1969 version). The activities of these two-week
institutes focused bazically on content, teaching methodologies, and
consulting techniques relevant to the curriculum vehicle. Several

sessions centered on the basic and integrated processes’promoced by the
curriculum vehicle. The characteristics of other process-oriented
curricula in the same academic discipline as the chosen vehicles also

were ;xamined. Professors employed conference time to teach process-
oriented lessons to small classes of elementary school children and to

one or two children in microteaching episodes. To sensitize the professors
to the challenges of one-to-one consulting, each professor who taught a
lesson subjected his teaching performance to the constructive criticisms
éf his professor-colleagues and the staff of the conference. Opportunities
to re-teach made it possible to test the counsel of colleagues and to

bring the teaching performance in line with the maturation level, interests,
and abilities of elementary sghool aged pupils.

Video tape and motion picture vignettes of process-promoting programs
in classroom use were analyzed in conference sessions. This activity
opened various discussions on such topics as appropriate learning theory,
philosophical undergirdings, new evaluative schemes using behavioral
objectives and various types of classroom devices for facilitating inter-
action analyses. The professors also engaged in the unpackaging, assembly,
repair, and substitution of curricular materials. And finally, a thorough
study of the lesson plans that accompany the curriculum was made to prepare

them as an immediate, knowledgeable resource to the classroom teacher.
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Site Visitations

A large number of the fifty professor-consultants participated as
site visitors to the collaborating elementary schools engaged in the
actual curriculum innovation. Teams of three or four professors made
site visits to fifteen pilot schools between November, 1968 and May, 1969.
A basic design was developed te allow for and schedule a commor format to
be used by the small groups of professors. A preparatory meeting, held
the evening before the day of the visic, focused on the demographic
characteristics of the school setting, the teachers, and chg pupil
population. During this session the quantitative and qualitative aspects
of the installation were discussed, as well as the ma jor variables in
the school which seemed to be hindering and/or enhancing the innovative
effort. Also, there was usually a discussion of the consultant behaviors
that teachers were finding most helpful.\

On the following day, the professor: engaged in discussions of the
installacion with teachers and the principal, observed the process-oriented
curriculum being taught in three to five classrooms, met with teacher-
groups from various grade levels, talked to pupils, and attended a summary
conference with school personnel. The professors then were asked to write
a four or five page evaluative report in which they were to present parsonal
observations about the installation in general and strategy for change.
Their constructive criticisms and reflective observations were very helpful

and ied to some policy and procedure modifications.

Pollow-ug Heatings

Four two-day follew-up meetings were conducted for ths consultants

during 1969-70 academic year. Actually the first one was coaducted in

12
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August just prior to the beginning of the new school year. Subsequent
meetings were held during November, February, and April. During the
1970-71 academic year three additfonal follow-up meetings were conducted in
September, December and May.

These follow-up meetings served four basic purposes in the process
of brirging the professors together as a mechanism for facilitating
change. ‘These sessions were quite instrumental in providing the
consultants with an opportunity to communicate with each other about
matters of mutual concern; the opportunity to collect data and informal

feedback on the status of the overall installation effort; the setting

“for focusing on the solution of mutual problems; and the opportunity to

further identify the characteristics of process teaching and the
earmarks of effective consulting in scheools.

During the latter two meetings of 1969-70 and all of the 1970~71 sessions
considerable use was made of video tape recordings of teachers teaching
lessons from the curriculum, and selected professors actually consulting
with some of these teachers in pre-observational and post~observational
conferences. Most, if not all, of the video tapes were produced by thke
professors in the elementary schools where they consulted. The meetings
Placed heavy emphasis upon small group interaction and work, and upon
using the talents and expertise within the group to contribute toward

the continued training of their fellow professors.
OPERATION

The training of the RAN members culuminated in the assignment of

professors as consultants to fifty-five elementary schools in the states
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of Wew York and Pennsylvania. Approximately, forty professors made
twelve to thirteen consultaant visits to their schools during 1968-69
and 1969-70. During the 1970-7L academic year the professors made
eleven full-day visits (one per month, with the exception of September

1970, in which there were two).

In the Schools
A formal 'consultant-report-forn" was developed and tested by a
group of the professors. The report forms revealed that the consultants

engaged in many activities such as teaching demonstration lessons for

‘teachers using an entire class or & small group of pupils; answering

specific questions about the description of lessons as contained in the
tetchers text; answering questions about the gener;l subject matter

arez; answering questions about materials, obtaining materials, replacing
or repairing materials, and/or setting uﬁ materials; observing the teacher
while she teaches a lesson, then describing and constructively discussing
the teacher's performance in conference immediately following the lesson;
assisting the teacher by modifying lessomns in the curriculum to best fit
the needs of the children in a particular classroom; teaching cooperatively
or teaming-up with the teacher so the class was taught by both the teacher
and consultant; assisting teachers in the development of new learning
experiences for pupils that help to transfer akills and knowledge acquired
from the new curriculum to other subject areas of the elementary school
program; meeting with teachers after school or during planning periods to
supply continuing inservice experiences; and speaking to PTA's and other

interested community groups.

n"
&
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Out of the Schools

Back on the college campuses the professor-consultants were tele~
phoning and writing to vendors who failed to deliver alli-important
materials, and preparing lists of books to supplement the curriculum.
Some made worthwhile attempts at designing models to deal with the inter-
pretation and reporting of student mastery of skills lnd-conpetencies.
They also sponsored and conducted inservice workshops for other school
digtricts in their regions. Many consultants held follow-up conferences
with installing teachers in their campus offices.

Inroads were beginning to be made by way of their influence on
campus colleagues and department chairmen. Departments were beginning
to order materials associated with the installing vehicle. and other process-
promoting programs for use in undergraduate and graduate methods =ourses.
Student teacher placements and pre-student teacher visitatfions also bsgan

to cluster in many of the fmvolved elementary schools.
IMPACT

Before making any judgements from these data, considerable thought
must be given to the use of populations instead of samples. The subjects
utilized were not selected by cliassical random éamplfhz techniques.
Also, these data may not be representative of other populations. 1In
addition to the limitations fmposed by the use of populations, generalization
from these data is further restricted, in some cases, by the small population
size of the involved subjects. For these reasons, findings should be
restricted to these groups of educators and classrcom settings, and not

applied to all populations in general.
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Secondly, when considering cause-effect relationships, this report
possesses limitaticas. Although the collected data were actually
"experienced" or "lived', the assumption of causality cannot be made
because of a lack of direct observation of professor-consultant functiom=
ing in many instances and the idiosyncrasies associated with the consultant's
role. However, findings deemed favorable and assessed as having an impact,

are described.

On Elementary Schools
This discussion is based on data collected over a two and one-half

year period, beginning September, 1967, and terminating Januray, 1970.
During the 1967-68 school year, the process-promoting curriculum was
installed in kindergartea thru grade two in tweaty-one collaborating
elementary schools of diverse characteristics, geographically distributed
throughout the states of New York and Pennsylvania. During subsequent
schocl years, the process-oriented curriculum was expanded to grades four,

five and six:

ime Commitment (before vs. after):

An examination was made concerning the mean time per week spent on
teaching the subject before the arrival of the curriculum vehicle and after
it had been instalied. The collected data indicated that at the kinder-
garten level 66 minutes per week were spent on the t;aching of the subject
before and 85 minutes during the installationm, showing a mean increase
of 19 minutes. At the first grade level, 81 minutes were recorded before
the installation and 90 minutes during it, a mean increase of 9 minutes

per week. In the second grade, teachers spent 86 minutes prior to the

installation and 108 minutes after, a mean increase of 22 minutes. These
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data revealed mean increases occurring at all grade leveis (K-2), with

the greatest increase occurring at the second grade level.

Program Quantity Taughts

Viewing the process-promoting program from & quantity standpoint
evokes the question, "How many exercises did teachers actually complete
per grade during a given school'yeat?" During Year 1 (1967-1968), out
of 22 possible exercises, kindergarten teachers taught a mean number of
16.0 exercises, and during Year 2 (1968-1969), 18.6 exercises were taught
exhibiting & mean increase of 2.6. 1In the first grade, where the curricuium
contained 26 exercises, a mean of 14.8 exercises were taught during Year 1
and a mean of 18.8 were taught during Year 2 giving a mean increase of 4.0
exercises per year. At the second grade level, out of a possible 23
exercises, 11.3 were completed during the first year and 14.8 in the second
year showing a mean increase of 3.S5. Th;oe data revealed a promising trend
with increases iﬁ the number of exercises taught at all grade levels from

Year 1 to Year 2,

Pupil Acquisition of Behaviors:

Data were collected concerning pupil performance un tasks found in
fndividual competency measures located at the end of each exercise bdooklet.
These data represented a mean percent correct of those items administered
to pupils for a two year period. In the kindergarten during Year 1, where
3141 pupils were tested.with a mean number of 143 children teot;d per
exercise, a mean percent of 87.1 represented correct responses; and during
Year 2, where 4293 pupils were utilized with 2 mean number of 195 students
tested per exercise, a mesn 84.8% of the performance tasks administered

were correct. At the first grade level during Year 1, where 2853 pupils

vere tested with a mean nuaber of 110 students tested per exercise, a mean

u.,’,\
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percent correct of 87.4 was recorded; and during Year 2, where 3893

PuPils were used with a rean tumber of 150 students tested per exercise,

4 mean percent of $87.2 represented anticipated responses. Second grade
data during Year 1 with a total of 2115 students exploysd and a mean
number of 92 pupils tested per exercise revealed an 86.6 mean percent
correct response to the criterion-based performeseces; and during Year 2
vhere 3350 pupils were tested with a mean number of 146 pupils tested per
exercise, o mean percent of 84.6 represented correct responses. Although
these percentages oscillate slightly per grade from one year to the aext,
these data tend to indicate rather favorable results with all mean percent-

ages above the desirable 807 level.

Classroom Behaviora:

When examining general classroom behaviors, maay problems had been
encountered as to what does desirzble process-oriented instruction "look
like." 1In order to deal with these problems, the professors-consultants
of the network developed and tested five qualitative categories for the
observation of classroom behaviors. When 2 cons:ltant gbserved a teacher
conducting a process-promoting lesson, he rated the classroom behavior on
4 one tO six coantinuum. These data had been collected during the first-
half of Year 3 (1969-1970).

The first of the classroom behaviors observed was "teacher reaction
toward pupil response.” Consultants were asked to assess Che presence of
this behavior on a one (teacher accepted and encouraged pupils' responses)
to six (teacher rejected and inhibited pupils’' responses) continuum. At

the kindergarten level 68 classes were observed reflecting a mean 1.8; in

the first grade 106 classrooms showed a mean of 1.9; znd a mean of 2.1 was
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calculated for 90 second grade classrooms. The second classroom

behavior investigated was "pupil maripulatior of materials provided

for the lesson." Professors were asked to rate the presence of this
behavior on a one (extensively manipulated materials) to six (did not
manipulate materials) continuum. The collected data indicated that

means of 2.1, 2.0, 2.2 were computed from classrooms of the kindergarten,
first and second grades respectively for the same number of teachers at

each grade level as previously indicated. The third classroom behavior
examined was "lesson direction toward process-promoting objectives."

RAN members were asked to judge the presence of this behavior on & one
(directed at process-promoting objectives) to six (deviated from process~
promoting objectives) continuum. These behaviors of teachers and pupils
received a mean of 1.9 ac the kiudergarten level, a mean of 2.2 in the

firsc grade, and a mean of 2.1 at the second grade. The fourth classroom
behavior focused on "teacher telling or teacher questioning/guiding pupils.’
The network participants were asked to look :f the presence of this behavior
on a one (teacher questioned and guided) to six (teacher told and directed)
continuum, At the kindergarten level a mean of 2.2 was obtained, first
grade a mean of 2.3, and second grade a mean of 2.5. And finally, the

fifth classroom behavior centered around "pupil communication using the
language of the process-promoting curriculum.” Consultants were asked to
rate the presence of this behavior on a one (frequently used process-
oriented terminology) to six (never used pProcess-oriented terminclogy)
continuum. A mean of 2.3 was calculated for both kindergarten and first
grade pupils with second grade pupils shoving a mean of 2.4. When considering

all five behavior categories per grade level, the data indicated that
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kindergarten (2.1) and first grade (2.1) classrooms exhibited these

beheviors to a slightly greater degree than did second grade (2.3)

When viewing individual behavior categories across the three

had been observed to the greatest degree (1.9); whereas "guptl communication

using the langusge of tbe process-promoting curriculum received the highest

meau numerical rating (2.4), which was indicative of the classroowm

behavior occurring least often.

Iransfer of Process:
the transfer of processes exemplified in the process-

In reference to
promoting curriculum to other areas of the elementary school curriculum,
Teachers wvere

data vere collected during Year 2 of the installation.
VWhen asked, '"How frequently

queried by means of & written questionnaire.
do the processes stressed in the curriculum vehicle lend themselves to

deliberate and effective transfer to, or application in, other curricular
areas (i.e., social studies, English, math, etc.)?", the teachers responded
on a one (processes are constantly taught in other areas) to seven (processes
are seldom taught in other areas) continuum. The data revealed that
kindergarten teachers gave the item a mean numerical rating of 2.2, and

both first and second grade teachers were represented by a mean rating of

2.9. 1If a trend can be noted across grade levels, as indicated by way of
written teacher comments concerning this item, it might be that kindergarten
teachers felt that the pupil~acquired processes lend themselves to transfer-
ability to other curricular areas. Perhaps the process-oriented curriculum
vas vieved by teachers as having more transferability in a less rigid

"readiness" program at the kindsrgarten level thau in the more structured

program beginning at first grade.

"~
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Jeacher Attitude Toward Curriculum:

When considering teacher attitudes toward implementing the process-
promsting program, RAN members had collected data concerning this aspect
covering & pericd of one and.one-half years. The data came from teachers'
responses on a one (greatest teacher dissetisfaction) to nine (greatest
teacher satisfaction) continuum. These findings represented the mean-
aurerical-response of all teachers per exercise per grade level. 1In
the kiuderzirten duzing Year 2 and Year 3 means of 7.4 were recorded.

At the first grade level during Year 2 x mean of 7.4 was representstive

of teacher attitude, and {a Year 3 a mean of 7.3 reflected this dimeasion.
Second grade data duriag Year 2 revealed s mean of 7.2 ;nd in Year 3 a
mean of 6.7, Grade two teacher appeared to exhibit the fieatest teacher
dissatisfaction with the program, whereas kindergarten and first grade
teachers seemed slightly more positive. At all grade levecls except kinder-

garten, the mean teacher attitude dropped slightly during Year 3.

Disseminatfion and Diffusion:

With regard to school district expansion, the collscted data {indicated
positive affects on other elementary schools within collaborating school
districts, and in some instances on elementary schools outaide the districts,
to the degree that they had adopted the prograa in their buildings. A
survey of districts having & colliaborative school indicated a high acceptance
of the process-prowmoting program by non-collaborative schools. Ia fact,
of the 184 possible expansion sites within districts having a collaborative
scheol, seventy-four of these elementary schools (40%) adopted the process-

oriented curriclum during the two and one-half years of the installation.
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Fourteen of the twenty-one (67%) collaborative schools expanded the
process-promoting program i{nto one or more elementary school(s) within
their district. Three collaborative schools reporited being the only
c¢lementary school vithin the system and, therefore, could mot expand.
Two collaborative schools in the same district were couvanted only once ia
the d4::a. PFour systems could not expsnd because of fiscal difficulties.

A possible e:planation of this expansion, occurring outside of the
network’s direct sphere of influence, was found in the Demonstration and
Dissemination Days conducted by the collaborative schools. During Year
2, fourteen (67%) collaborative schools ponducted Demonstration &nd
Dissemination Days, utilizing experienced feachers and assisted by staff
from local Title III centers. These Demonstration and Dissemination Days
sttracted a total of 786 educators from New York and Pennsylvania.

Much dissemination and diffusion also was attributed to many of the
extraneous activities performed by the professor-consultants. Information
vas gathered by way of tape recorded open-ended interviews. The specific
procedures and techniques involved in this data gathering effort will
be discussed at leugth in the next section of this paper. Baged on an
information pool consisting of forty-four audio tapes out of a total possible
of forty-five, the following six diffusion or dissemination activities
vere reported by the professors. Portv consultants (91%) revealed that
they had responded informally to queries about process education from
interested individuais or small groups by writing letters, answering
telephone inquiries, etc. Sfx RAN members (14%) indicated that they had
produced or assisted in the production of vicdeo tapes of process-oriented

fastruction which were used over closed circuft television for the purpose
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of dissemination. Thirty-five professor-consultants (80%) mentioned

that they had participated in PTA or PTO meetings and informational
workshops for teachers and/or administrators. Seven network participants
(16%) reported that they had interpreted for various educational communities
the implications of process-oriented elementary school curricula for
instructional programs at the secondary and college levels. Nine professors
(20%) were found to have been hired, from time to time, by a non-network
school district to present special programs and workshops focusing on
process-promoting programs. And lastly,.five consultants (11%) reported
that they were hired by non-network school districts, intermediate federal
agencies or private consulting corporations to offer organized courses

of instruction on an inservice basis.

When considering the many possible avenues for diffusicn an§ dissem~
ination by way of inter-agemcy cooperation or collaboration, the professor~
consultant were quite an influence. Information was also gathered by
way of tape recorded open-ended interviews. The following four diffusion/
dissemination related activities have their foundatioms in thirty-nine
interviews out of a possible forty-five. 7Twenty-six professors (67%)
indicated that they had directed and/or provided instruction in an inservice
setting which involved collaboration with boards of cooperative educational
services, regional educational centers, county boards of educations, or
state education departments. Nineteen consultants (49%) mentioned that
they had written or helped to develop proposals centering on teacher-training
which were submitted to governmental agencies (National Science Foundation,
U.S.0.E.~E.S.E.A. and E.D.P.A,, ané State Education Departments) in order

to {uitiate and/or expand the adoption of process-oriented curricula.




Right RAN members (21%) reported that they had trained or helped to train
teachers who in turn trained other teachers in their school districts
(teacher-leader concept) in the use of process-oriented approaches and
curricula. And finally, eight network participants (21%) discussed that
they were involved with initial efforts to promote an articulation design
for bringing together process-oriented education at the elementary school

level with programs at the secondary and collegiate levels.

On Colleges and Universities

While serving as consultants, the professors were also engaged in
activities for promoting process education above and beyond their specific
elementary school consulting obligations and responsibilities. A bulk
of these activities were centered on and around the various college
campuses. An extensive on-site field study was conducted at the campuses
of the network nenb;rs during April-July, 1970. A geries of criterion~
based unstructured interviews were conducted by one interviewer. Although
the interviewer had a plan in mind, the approach was to keep the interview
open-ended. The professors were encouraged to discuss the activities
in any way they felt would facilitate the outflow of information. Some
of the consultants had much to say about some activities and little to
say about others. Fajilure of an individual consultant to mention a
particular activity ideatified by other consultaants did not necessarily
mean that the activity was lacking. A total of forty-five interviews
vere audio-taped recorded from beginning to end, criterion activities

identified, and coded.

24




25

Modifying Own Teaching Behaviors:

Back at their colleges and universities many of the RAN comsultants
were making attempts at modifying their own teaching behaviors by applying
a process approach in restructuring the conteat and/or methodology of
their undergraduate and graduate courses. This aspect was investigated
with the findings based on the following nin; criterion activities. ’
Forty-one professor-consultants responded in a taped open-ended interview.
Thirty-one professors (76%) revealed that they minimized lecturing in
their courses but maximized student iavolvement, allowing the opportunity
for students to learn by way of a process approach. Tweanty=-six con=
sultants (63%) indicated that they used ideas picked up from coasultant
training sessions by applying them in the teaching of their own courses.
Seventeen RAN members (41%) mentioned that they introduced the concept(s)
of behavioral objectives and/or studeat competencies in their undergraduate
or graduate courses. Twenty-nine professors (71%) reported that they ﬁsed
the subject matter content courses they taught as vehicles for process
education. Nine consultants (22%) represented those who used microteaching
techniques in their courses for undergraduate and/or graduate students.
Thirteen RAN members (32%) described that they required their undergraduate
ard graduate students to read literature on process~oriented education
(e.g., Bruner, Karplus, C. Rogers, Krathwohl, etc.). Tweaty-one professor-
consultants (51%) discussed their use of teacher training materials and
approaches developed during or as a result of their training sessions in
the courses they taught for graduates aand undergraduates. Thirty-four
network participants (83%) indicated that they used ideas and materials

from the installed curriculum vehicle and other closely reia:ed process~

oriented program in their courses. Aad finally, twelve professors (29%1)
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reported that they required their students to teach process-promoting

lessons to the pupils where they were student teaching or where they

were inservice teachers. Summary findings cevealed that 91.1%7 of t*e
total forty-five interviewees whose data were tabulated indicated that
they had performed at least one of the criterfon activities. Further
examination of the data reflected that the use of microteaching was
the least often engaged in lct{vity, while the utilization of materials
and ideas from the curriculum vehicle and other related rcocess~promoting
programs in their courses occurred the most often. The mean number of

criterion activities performed by the interviewed forty-one consultants

was 4.3 with a standard deviation of 2.4.

Motivating Their Colleagues:

Also, on the college campuses the network participants were quite
active with efforts at influencing their colleagues in and out of their
given departments. Thirty-three RAN members reported on this dimension
by way of taped interviews. Examination of this activity cluster was
based on the identification of seven critericn activities. Thirty-two
professors (97%) revealed that they had discussed the process approach
and process-oriented curricula with other faculty members in their
academic departments. Twenty-five consultants (76%) indicated that they
had conversed about process education with faculty members in other academic
departments of the cotlege or university. Two RAN members (6%) mentioned
that they had been observed by close associates while using the‘p“ocess
approach in the teaching of undergraduate or graduste courses. Two
professor-consultants (6%) reported that they were observed by fellow

faculty members in an elementary school, while working with their student
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teachers during the preseatation of process-oriented lessons to pupils.
Ten network participants (30%) represented those who mede arrangements
with other faculty members for providing inservice training and consultation
directly in area elementary schools for their evening graduate students.
Twenty-one professors (64%) were found to be instrumental in the promotion
of interdepartmental cooperation for the development of a process approach
to the preparation of preservice snd inservice teachers. And lastly,

eight professors (24%) dia;usaed that they promoted to some extent the
general reovganization of instructional Programs within the finstitution
toward a process orientation. Further inspection of the results revealed
that 73.3% of the total forty-five interviewees whose data were tabulated
mentioned that they had performed at least one of the criterion activities.
Global findings indicated that being observed by fellow faculty members

in both elementary schools and college courses were the least prevalent
activities, whereas discussing the proce;s approach to instruction with
colleagues appeared to be the most pPrevalent activity. With a standard

of 1.8, the mean number of criterion activities performed by the thirty-

three interviewees was 2.2.

Securing Administrative Support:
Somewhat related to the field work of the RAN members and a key

element to effecting institutional change in higher education were the
attempts at influencing and gaining administrative support by the professor-
consultants. Percentages for this for this category were based‘upon forty
interviewees who responded out of a possible forty-five. The data described
below were based on the fdentification of seven criterion activities. All

forty professors (100%) revealed that they had received permission to engage




io field related activities, but information about their involvement

was not widely disseminated among other faculty members. Porty consultants
(100%) indicated that they were given consent to participate in the

field based activities as long as such activities did not interfere

with college-assigned duties. Thirty-six RAN members (90%) mentioned

that they received approval from their administrators in "going along"
with any "reasonable request” that they might have made to engage in

the field related activities even though the administration did not
actively encourage or initiate such involvement. Twenty-~eight professor-
consultants (70%) reported that they obtained an enthusiastic endorsement
to participate in the field oriented functions from their department and/
or division level administrators. Seventeen metwork participants (43%)
discussed that they rececived acceptance by their administrstion for their
field based involvement as a positive element when evaluating their

total professional performance in referemce to salary increments, promotion
acd tenure. Twelve professors (30%) described that they were fed back
indicants from their superiors that network activities were definitely in
1ine with institutional objectives and policies projecting a commitment

for improving education in the communities served Ly the colleges. And
£inally, ten RAN members (25%) said that they received support from their
adninistrations in the form of funds invested for conceptuslizing, develop~
ing, remodeling and/or redesigning instructional strategies and facilities
for the purpose of providing instruction with a process-oriented emphasis.
Analyzing the results in sumeary fashion revealed that 88.9% of the total
forty-five interviewees whose data were tabulated indicated that they

engaged in at least one of the criterion activities. With regard to the
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occurrence of the activities, the obtaining of support in the form of
funds was done the least often, while securing permissioa to participate
in the field based activities in two instances was the most prevalent of
the criterion measures. Further examination of the data revealed that
the mean number of criterfon activities engaged in by the forty inter-

viewees was 4.1 with a standard deviation of 2.0.
EPILOGUE

If one accepts the view that classroom tesching i{s a form of social
interaction aimed at the achievement of selected educational objectives,
it then becomes important to fidentify and bring together those 1nd1v1duils
who might play a dominant role in influencing behaviors of others. It
is rather obvious that in classrocms the teacher influences the types of
interactions which take place. The tescher exercises control over the
subject matter which is presented, the learning activities {n which pupils
engage, and the manner in which pupils participate {n thess activities.
The question of who influences the teacher is one which needs more
empiriczl investigation. An external consultant in the classroom {s
certainly & viable possibility in this day and age.

A prototype supportive mechanism for large scale curriculum change
had been created and tested. State education departments, intermediate
educational agencies, and schools of education might modify the Regional
Action Network (RAN) concept and employ it to accelerate and coordinace
educational change in the schools of seleﬁted regions. In the process, .
many changes in preservice teacher education might also result. Modifications
of the Regional Action Network (RAN) might facilitate more genuine inter-

agency collaboration with highly visible results, undergirded by modest
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fiscal support. This mechanism for curriculum change and diffusion should
be of particular interest to leaders in schools of education who believe
professors, preservice teachers, and graduate students might have more
field-based, reality-oriented experience with on~going public school
innovation.

1t is assumed that the kind of consultant service analyzed in this
report is not unlike the consultant service that w2y be rendered to
other elementary school teachers and pupils in the upcoming decade, and
even for innovations other than curriculum. If this report provokes a
more intense or sophisticated analysis of the ways which external con-
sultaats possibly influence teachers wiéhin their classrooms, it will
have achieved its major purpose.

1t 15 hoped that this descriptive study will stimulate continued
development and research on the processes and products of consulting in
the context of a network. Hopefully, re;earch will ultimately clarify the
consulcant role and furction, and will snable the intervention of external

curriculum consultants to have more impact.
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